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MINUTES

California Postsecondary Education Commission

Meeting of February 4-5, 2002

Commissoners
present
February 4-5,2002

AlanS. Arkatov Chair Commissioner
Carol Chandler, ViceChair absent
WilliamD. Campbell HowardWelinsky
IrwinS.Field

SusanHammer

Lancelzumi

Kyo*Paul” Jhin

OdessaP. Johnson

Robert L. Moore

GuillermoRodriguez, Jr.

EvonneSeron Schulze

Rachel E. Shetka

OliviaK.Singh

MéeindaG. Wilson

Calltoorder Commission Chair Arkatov called the Monday February 42002 meeting of the Cali-
fornia Postsecondary Education to order at 1:30 p.m. at the California Chamber of
Commerce, CaliforniaRoom, Esquire Plaza, 1215K Street, 14th Floor, in Sacramento
Cdifornia

Concentcalendar  Chair Arkatov asked for amotion to approve the Consent Calendar.

A motion wasmade, it was seconded and gpproved to adopt the Consent Calendar for
February as printed.

Report of the  Report of the Statutory Advisory Committee, Todd Greenspan, Chair.

Statuwrég‘nﬂ\r/rﬁg Mr. Greenspan reported on the January 29, 2002 meeting of the Statutory Advisory

Committee, where some of itemsdiscussed at the meeting were asfollows:
+ New Guiddinesfor Campusesand Joint Facilities.
+ AB 1570.

+ Eligihility Sudy.
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¢ TheUC and CSU agreementsfor thejoint Ed.D.
+ Thenew cross-enrolment study.

+ ThePew student engagement study.

+ TheAICCU Independent Articulation System.

+ The governor’s proposal for a new Department of Labor and Workforce
Development.

Speaker, Senator  Senator Alpert discussed progress of theworking groupsin the Master Plan devel op-
DedeAlpert ment processand indicated that theworking groupsare currently looking at thefollow-
ing objectives of theMaster Plan:

+ Creatingamorecohesveeducationd sysemwhichwould bepre-K through Universty.
+ ThePlanwill belearning centered and student centered.

+ How indtitutions can support student learning.

*

Improving equity.
Clarifying theroles, responsbilitiesand accountability for al.

L 4

*

A long-term vision for education.

Senator Alpert reported that there are just under 300 peopleinvolved in theworking
groups. They wereasked to think “outsidethebox,” be provocative, and bring forward
different recommendations and aternativesfor the L egidative Committeeto deal with,
and to facilitate the devel opment of agood Master Plan. She said thefirst two reports
have been issued, which are the Governance and Professional Personnel Development
reports. Sheindicated that hearingswill be held to receive theworking group reports, to
alow peoplethe opportunity to testify, and to provide the Committee the opportunity to
present the recommendations and ideas devel oped to the legidators.

Senator Alpert estimated that a Draft Master Plan may be availablein May, 2002.

The Master Plan Committee will facilitate the holding of hearingsto present the Draft
Master Plan acrossthe State for the public and othersto provideinput. Shesaid e-
testimony and onlinedia ogueviatheinternet will be part of the process.

Sheindicated that if the Master Plan is accepted by the L egislature this up coming
summer, the next severa yearswill be spent on follow up legidation, regulation and
implementation that would beginto put the Master Plan into effect.

Senator Alpert noted that the following items emerged as cross cutting i ssues:
+  Accountability.
+ Alignment of K-12 and Postsecondary Education with astudent focus.

+ How to build and use data systemsto enhance quality.
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Senator Alpert informed the Commission that the Governance report suggeststhefol-
lowing:

*

At the State level, the governor should be the person to whom everyonein K —
University reports.

TheBoard of Governorsof the CdiforniaCommunity Collegesshould be strengthened
withtheresponsibilitiesand authoritiesthat are more similar to CSU and UC.

There should be a reduction in the number of responsibilities related to the
Postsecondary Education Commission.

Sharpenfocusto publicinterests.

Re-assign the Commission’ sdata collection responsibilitiesto an independent third
party.

Senator Alpert indicated that theworking groupsare cons dering thefollowing matters:

*

*

*

If theintermediaterole played primarily by the County Offices of Education should
beregiondized inthe greater sense, or if it should remain with the 58 Counties but
have an expanded rolefor the County Superintendents.

Faculty infrastructureimprovemen.
Expansion of professiona development.

L eadership development opportunitiesat the CSU, UC and California Community
Colleges.

Student L earning and how to define“high quality education” with astrong focuson
equity.

Finding better waysto support key transitions.

School readiness.

Workforce preparation.

Emerging modes

Financing

Developing aloca revenue option.

Theworking groupsrecommendation in relation to independent data collection evolved
out of thefollowingissues:

*

*

AttheK-12level, thereisvery little usable data.

Atthehigher educationlevd, the Commissionisinthepogtion of askingfor information
that it doesnot awaysreceive.

Senator Alpert noted that the Commission would retain program review and new cam-
pusapprova, aswell asthe coordination, policy and fiscal advicefunctions, whichwill
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retain part of thetraditional Commissionrole, but would movethe datacollection activi-
tiesto an independent group.

Speaker, Assemblywoman Alquist discussed higher education issues expected to come before
Assemblywoman  the Legisature and her committee this upcoming season. Some of theitemsshedis-
ElaineAlquist cussedwereasfollows:

* Access.

+ Accountability.

+ Technology and tracking students.

+ Community colleges asthe backbone of the higher education system.
+ K —University bond measure negotiations.

¢ Ca Grant program.

¢ Student fees.

+ Internationa education and student visaprograms.

+ Potential budget cutsof 12.2 billion dollarsin the next budget year.

Chair Arkatov asked Assemblywoman Alquist to share her thoughtson theroleof the
Commission.

Assemblywoman Alquist indicated that she believesthe Commission isthe most re-
spected commission on higher education, and that it hasaproper roleintrying to affect
some of the changesinthinking that need to take place. Shenoted that the L atino/Latina
and African American populationsin particular, do not have acceptable graduation rates
from high school or from college. She expressed hopethat the Commissioncoulddoa
study to find out why certain students are not being reached because every single stu-
dent should have the same opportunity to moveforward.

Because Senator Alpert had to return to the Capitol, Chair Arkatov asked Master Plan
staff member Charles Ratliff to talk further with the Commission about itsvariousrec-
ommendations.

Commissioner Schulze noted the Commission’sconcern with the proposed changein
the data collection function of the Commission. Having been onthe Governance Com-
mittee, Commissioner Schulzeindicated thet in her reading of thereport, thedatacollec-
tionlanguageisunclear and abit harsh. Sherecaled that the concern the group had was
that the data collection itself wasthe hardest part and it did not matter what entity was
doing the data coll ection because the Commission and other entitieswere not getting the
necessary cooperation. Sherecommended clarificationinthisarea. Shenotedthat if
anything was said specificaly regarding the Commission and itsreports, it wasthat the
organi zation and itsreportswere aways outstanding.

Mr. Ratliff responded that the recollection of Commissioner Schulzewasaccurate. From
thefour working groupsthat have talked about an independent data collection agency,
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all havevoiced concern that thereisnot one centralized | ocation where policy makers
can turn to and gather information on educational outcomesin relation to the pre-K
through university continuum. He added that there has been acong stent statement of
support regarding the quality of datathat isavailablefrom the Commission, but also an
acknowledgment that indeed the Commi ssion isbeholdento the universitiesto respond,
with no power of enforcement.

Mr. Ratliff said the other issueraised waswhether to continueto have an artificial sepa
ration between Postsecondary Education data collection and another entity that deals
with K through university, and yet athird entity that might be on personnel dataneeds.

He stated the question waswhether or not the State should be looking at asingle entity
that servesasacentra depository for all datanecessary to makeinformed policy deci-
sons.

He said the primary goalsthat came out of the Governance Committee aswell asthe
other working groups, werethefollowing:

+ Thequdity of thedata.
+ Itslongitudina capacity.
+ A centrdizedlocation with objectiveandysis.

Commissioner Schulze stated that having been on the committee she objected to the
following Satement:

“Thefact that the Commission to date has been ineffectivein the collection of data
caused the group to view that entity as unfavorablein being the oneto be given that
charge”

Commissioner Schulzeindicated that therewasno “fact,” and the statement isnot true.
Shesaid shestrongly opposed the sentenceand would fight it. She said that there have
been many statements made on paper by committee membersthat never came out of
theworking committees, yet there have been interpretations made from e-mailsand
phone conversations outside of the group process. She added that the sentence does
not represent what many of the committee membersfelt, and indicated that the bottom
linefor the group wasthat thereis nothing that mandatesthat databe sent to any entity.

Mr. Ratliff stated that after each of theworking groups' find reportsarereceived, itis
gtill going to be the Joint Committee that developsthe prioritiesthat will find their way
into the Master Plan, whichwill be presented to thepublicinMay. Hesaid therewill be
ample opportunity to prevail upon the committeethat aparticular direction isnot the
way to go.

Regarding governance and data collection, Commissioner Rodriguez stated that much
dataexistsnow and yet the State failsto take action. Hesaid therearealot of issues
that could be addressed today, and peopl e are hiding behind the need to collect more
information. Commissioner Rodriguez noted that thereismovement and activity going
ondready, astherearetwo entities currently working on building significant databases.
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Mr. Ratliff said for purposes of the database system, the best interest of the State needs
to bedefined clearly up front. He said much dataare available but someof that informa:
tion are none of the State' sbusiness. Mr. Ratliff did not anticipate that therewill be
encouragement of creating anything new, asthere are many data systemsthat arevery
comprehensivein nature, which most likely haveall of thedatathat the State would ask
for. Hesaid therewill be concentration on how to link those datatogether in order to be
ableto answer the questionsthat arelegitimately withinthe State’ s purview and interest.
Mr. Ratliff explained that there must be appropriateleveragesfor each of the systemsto
provide datain some reasonableway on aroutinebasis.

Commissioner Chandler stated her concerns concerning duplication of effort and fiscal
responsibility in creating another independent agency to do what the Commission can
do. Shesaidif the Commission hastheleverageit could collect the appropriate data.

Mr. Ratliff said that, independent of what theindividua working group reportssay, the
approach will be: If the State wants a centralized location for gathering data on the
performance of education pre-K through University, thenit needstofind that entity. He
said it isnot known whether or not the entity will be the Commission, some redefined
entity likeaCaliforniaEducation Commission, or the creation of aK-12 counterpart to
the Commission. He stated that direction by the Joint Committee membership them-
selvesonthisissueisnot to create new layersof bureaucracy and database collection
that will increase the cost of operation rather than attaining greater efficiencies.

Commissioner Moore stated that it makes sense to have the entity that reportson the
data, bethe entity that collectsthe data. He asked Mr. Ratliff if he hasany reason to
believefrom hisprior experience with the Commissionthat it would beinappropriatefor
it to bethe datacollecting entity.

Mr. Ratliff noted that he hasabias as he spent 12 yearswith the Commission and was
heavily involved with data collection and long-range planning. He acknowledged that
the Commission isan appropriate agency for the collection of dataasit has demon-
strated over the yearsto maintain objectivity and confidentiality of records. Hesaid a
factor in histhinking ishow costs can be contained and/or avoided while still preserving
and gathering the kind of datathat the State would require. Hefelt thereislogicto
having the data collection and the dataanaysi s housed in the samel ocation asit reduces
duplication of effort and it facilitates current definitions of dataelementsthat areto be
maintained and reported.

Commissioner Campbell noted that the statement impliesthat thewhole group felt that
the Commission wasineffective. Hesaid if the Commissionwasadequately funded, had
an adequate set of standards and requests, and thenfailed, it deservesto be punished.
He added that when such astatement isin print, it getsalife of itsownandif itisa
mi srepresentation of what the group felt, then it should be del eted.

Mr. Ratliff stated that theissue would be best addressed when the working group pre-
sentsitsfina report to the Joint Committee. Hesaiditisnot inthe purview of staff to
changetheworking groups’ reports.
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Commissioner Hammer stated that if, infact itisnot an accurate statement and it isnot
supported by the mgjority of theworking group, then it would beirresponsibleto send
itoutinadraft reportinMay.

Commissioner Schulze suggested that the Commission asawholerequeststhe deletion
of thestatement intheform of amessageto be given during the presentation of thefinal
report.

Chair Arkatov asked Mr. Ratliff if heisinfavor of the consolidation of agencies.

Inresponse, Mr. Ratliff indicated that in hisopinion hewould favor the consolidation of
severd agenciesunder aCommission likethe Commission, because hedoesnot believe
that thereisan efficient or effective structurein placethat currently coversboth the pub-
licand private sectors.

Recess

Chair Arkatov recessed the California Postsecondary Education meeting at 3:02 p.m.
inorder to convenethe Educationa Policy and Programs Committee.

Reconvene

Chair Arkatov convened the California Postsecondary Education Commission at 4:35
p.m.

Speaker, Ted
Lempert, CEO
EdVoice

Ted Lempert, Chief Executive Officer of EdV oice, discussed hiseffortsand viewswith
regard to ensuring passage of a Californiaschool facilities bond measure aswell as
potential legidation to improve datarel ated to student achievement and school-wide
accountability in K—12 public schools.

Mr. Lempert provided some background information on EdV oice and its organi zationa
structure. He said thetwo primary issues EdV oice will befocusing on over the next
year arethefacilitiesbond and a state-wide data system. Four general issue areas of
EdVoicefocusareasfollows:

+ Recruiting and retaining grest teachers.
Morefunding andflexibility.

*

*

The development of astronger accountability system that makes sense.

*

Choiceinthe public school system including charter schoolsand parentd choice.

Hesaid last year EAV oice focused on credentialing reform and a proposal to allow
exceptional peopleto enter the K-12 classroom faster asapreliminarily credentialed
teacher and on afacilitiesissuerelated to lease paymentsfor charter schoolsinlow-
incomearess.

With respect to thebond, EAV oiceis proposing ahigher amount than what iscurrently
being discussed, which would be two $13-billion bonds over the next four years. He
said when the Conference Committee adjourned last year, it had ahigher education
figureof about $4.6 billion and EdV oiceisadvocating adight increasewith $100 million
for community colleges.
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Mr. Lempert said EdV oi ceisproposing a State-wide data collection system thisyear to
assess how students and institutions are performing. Thisisnecessary to develop a
unique student identifier whichwould protect students’ privacy whilea so dlowing stu-
dentsto betracked.

Henoted that in comparisonto al states, Californiaranks high in governmental pro-
grams, yet Cdiforniadoesnot rank that highin education. Hesaidthedecisionsthat are
being made today do not match what the publiciswillingto do. Part of the reason for
that isbecause the educational community has not put the pressure on aggressively.

He urged the Commissionersto compare governmenta facilitiessuch asfederd, State,
and city buildingswith educationa ingtitutions. Mr. Lempert said Commissionerswill
find that the quaity of educationd facilitiesfal far below most other government facili-
ties.

Mr. Lempert urged the Commissionersto take alook at the website EQV oice.net and
sgnupfortheAlert system.

Director Fox noted that the two i ssues EdV oiceisworking on have been prioritiesof the
Commissionfor years. Heasked if Mr. Lempert if hewould work with the Commission
and read thelanguage it has proposed with regard to the higher education bond and joint
use proposals.

Mr. Lempert responded affirmatively and noted that EJV oice has not compl eted the
higher education portion.

Commissioner Izumi asked Mr. Lempert for his opinion on how the unique student
identifier might bereceived by the L egidature, becauseit is potentially acontroversia
issue.

Mr. Lempert said that oncethe privacy issuesare addressed, hissenseisthat it will no
longer be such acontroversial issue.

Chair Arkatov suggested that the Commission work with EJV oiceto set up an offer for
adebatewith the gubernatorial candidatesin thefall on the subject of education.

Recess Chair Arkatov adjourned the California Postsecondary Education meeting at 5:15 p.m.
until thefollowing morning.

Calltoorder Chair Arkatov convened the Tuesday, February 5 California Postsecondary Education
meeting at 8:37 am. Heasked for acall of theroll.

Call of theroll  Judy Harder cdledtheroll and al Commissonerswere present except Howard Welinsky.
Commissioner Rodriguez arrived after thecall of theroll.

Report of the  ExecutiveDirector Fox thanked staff and Assistant Director Leveillefor the support and
ExecutiveDirector accommodations madeto keep thework going in hisabsence. Hesaid it hasbeenan
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interesting and difficult time and hewas pleased to befedling better. Hewelcomed new
CommissionersField and Shetka.

Director Fox provided the Commission with an update on aK-16 case study spon-
sored with federd dollarsthrough State Higher Education Executive Officers (SHEEO).
Thefollowing are areasthat the study addressed:

+ State-wideleadership structures.

¢ Curriculum development and assessment of learning.
¢ Qutreach programs.

¢ Teacher qudlity.

+ Dataand accountability systems

¢ Studentfinancid aid.

The Cdiforniacase study team included 20 individual sfrom around the country repre-
senting organizationslike SHEEO. Director Fox said therewas an outstanding discus-
sion about |eadership issuesin education and structura issuesin Caifornia.

Director Fox informed the Commission that a Joint Board on the Education Doctorate
was put together by the University of Californiaand the CaliforniaState University to
promote and solicit proposalsfor increasing numbers of programsfor thejoint Ed.D.

Theboard met and discussed progress and plansfor the future and much of the discus-
sion centered around the Commission study of supply and demand for the education
doctorate. Director Fox stated that he met with President Atkinson individualy totalk
about the role and perceptions of the Commission regarding the doctorate and other
issues. The Commissionwill continueto beinformed about those conversations. He
indicated that the printed word received at the Joint Board meeting said the Chancellor
and the State University are excited to enter into such aprogram and look forward to
success. Heindicated that if the program proved to be unsuccessful, the State Univer-
sty would entertain the option of creating itsown doctorate.

Director Fox reviewed discouraging newsregarding current and proposed reductions
inthe Commission budget . Director Fox expressed hopeto work with the Administra-
tion and the el ected representativesin the Legidature to reduce thelevel of the pro-
posed reductionsin the Governors Budget.

Staff member Karl Engelbach stated that for the Commission to carry out all of its
current statutory responsibilities, at aminimum, the Commissionwill need 60 civil ser-
vice employeesto do what it iscurrently being asked to do by the State. He said the
Commission does not have sufficient resourcesin termsof personnel. He added that
the Department of Financeistrying to direct exactly wherethe Commissionisto take
the cuts, aswell ashow the cutsareto be achieved. The Commission needs greater
flexibility to be responsiveto the needs of the Governor, the L egidature, the students,
and the systems.
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Chair Arkatov indicated that the Commissionisrequesting greater flexibility than the
Department of Financeiscurrently willing to provide with respect to the cuts.

Referring to the public agenda, Director Fox noted that anew processof coordinationin
Californiawas discussed at the retreat and workshop in San Diego. Heindicated that
the process would include looking at the State-wide data and making sure that the
Commission could coordinate better asto what the State needs are regarding education
anditsdelivery. Hesaid the new philosophy isrepresented in the Public Agendathat
has been compiled asaresult of theworkshop and retreat.

Commissioner Chandler indicated that the Commission needed thetimein San Diego to
develop apublic agendathat iswell defined. Thethree-pronged goa of theretreat was
asfollows:

+ Tobetter definetherole of the Commission.
+ Toddineatethe Public Agenda.
+ Todeterminetheprioritiesfor future action by the Commission.

Shesaid bothin Los Angelesand San Diego, discussionsregarding what ismeant by a
public agendaensued. Shenoted that it would mean ashiftin emphasisfor the Commis-
sonfrom afocuson educationa providersto afocuson the overal needs of the State,
with particular emphasis on access and opportunity for al Californians-- from rationa
planning for Stateingtitutional models, to strategic planning for dynamic market models,
from quality defined primarily intermsof resources as established within higher educa
tion, to quality defined in termsof outcomes, performances, and multiple stakehol ders.
She said multiple sources of funding were recognized, aswere service areas defined by
theneeds of the clientsand constituents.

Severd priority areasthat werefocused upon areasfollows:
+ Growth and access.

+ Preparationfor postsecondary education.

+ Baccaaureate production.

+ Workforce preparation.

Director Fox noted that the highest recommendation by Jerry Hayward at theretreat is
thefollowing:

The Commission needsto pay attention toitspolicy, and theanaysisof itspolicy rec-
ommendations needsto be strong asit possibly can.

Because of the proposed budget reductions and the hiring freeze, Director Fox indi-
cated that heisunableto acquire new leadership inthepolicy area. Asaresult, Director
Fox hasreorganized the Commission by placing Dr. Leveilleat thehead of policy togive
focused and clear attention to the policy issuesthe Commission must faceand totheuse
of existing staff in policy and information systemsin order to achieve successin the

Commission Agenda Item 2, April 8, 2002 / 10



priority areas. He said heisalso moving other people and assignmentsaround and he
provided some examples of changesin staff positions.

Director Fox reviewed Tab 3inthe Agendawith the Commissioners. A brief descrip-
tion of each chapter/priority areafollows:

1. Growth and Access. Accommodating California’ s Future Students.
2. Preparation for Postsecondary Education.

3. Baccalaureate Degree Production.

4. Workforce Preparation/Economic Devel opment.

Director Fox made thefollowing recommendations regarding where the Commission
can make progress on the above priority areas based on current resources.

+ Achievemoderateto high successin priority 1.
+ Achievelow to moderate successin priority 2.
+ Achievemoderateto high successin priority 3.
+ Achievelow to medium successin priority 4.

Director Fox indicated that the Commission will only makelow to moderate and me-
dium successin priority areastwo and four thisyear becausethe Commissionwill be
dependent on another year for astudy, and partnershipswith otherswhichwill taketime
to build in order to use othersresources and datafor success.

In responseto aquestion posed by Commissioner Hammer, Director Fox explained
that approximately 75% of staff timeisspent on Satutorily required activities.

Concerning priority areafour, Commissioner Johnson commented that she does not
wish to seethe Commission looking at the Ed.D. issuefiveyearsfrom now.

She also said there are areas in the State such as San Francisco, Long Beach and
others, that have very fine vocational type programsin community collegesservinga
large number of people. Theimpetus has not been therein anumber of community
collegesto expand their vocational offerings, particularly thosethat allow for easy ac-
cessthrough the noncredit program. Community collegesarenot interested in large
numbersof noncredit programsgenerally because of theinequity inthe funding mecha-
nism. Sherecommended that the Commission focus on this problem and gain support
from the L egid ature because community collegesareredly the savior and salvation for
the workforce economic development needs of the State of Cdifornia. Shesaidthisis
an areaof critical need that should not be put on the back burner.

Director Fox presented language capturing the February 4 discussion regarding the
effectiveness of the Commission datacollection to Commissioners. Heindicated that
with the changes, the document will be astatement to give to the Committee to have
them remove the subject language from the record.
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Commissioner Schulze stated that as acommittee member, shewill writeto theindi-
vidua Committee membersrequesting that the sentence beremoved. Severd Commis-
sioners made suggested changesto thelanguage. She moved to support the statement
asamended and to have Director Fox read the statement to the committeein itsmeseting
set for February 6. The motion was seconded and approved unanimously.

Recess Chair Arkatov recessed the meeting at 10:15 am. to take afive minute break.

Reconvene/Recess Chair Arkatov reconvened themeeting at 10:33 am. and turned the gavel over to Vice
Chair Moore of the Governmental Relations Committee.

Reconvene Chair Arkatov reconvened the California Postsecondary Education at 12:15 p.m.

Report of the  Commissioner Schulze stated that the Educational Policy and Programs Committeere-

Educational Policy  queststhe Commissionto adopt the report entitles“Needs Analysisfor theWest Hills

andPrograms Collegeat Lemoore, West Hills Community CollegeDigtrict”. Shemadeamotionto
Committee  @dopt thereport and it was seconded and approved by the Commission.

Report of the  ViceChair Moore stated that the Governmental Relations Committee recommendsthat

Governmental the Commission adopt the L egidative and Budget Prioritiesasset out initem 10witha

Relations revisontothelanguage onthe student feeissue. A motionwasmadeto adopt there-
Committee port, it was seconded and approved.

Report of the Chair Arkatov reported that the Executive Committee met on November 2 in execu-
Executive tivesessontodiscusswiththeexecutivedirector personne issues pertaining to staff and
Committee  personnd decisonsin light of the budget cuts. Guidancewas provided to the executive
director pertaining to the Commission’ s planning prioritiesin asimilar meeting Novem-
ber 3. Feb 4™ the Executive Committee and its Committee on the Education Code
Section 66905 met in executive session to review the performance and to set the salary
of the Executive Director. Chair Arkatov noted that when the Commission brought on
Jerry Hayward, it was not just to ook at the director and staff, but that it wasto look at

the Commissionin an effort to assure that everyone could be more effective.

Commissioner Rodriguez noted that during the meeting in executive session, the Com-
mission felt that the Executive Director has done an excellent job under the most trying
of circumstancesand it gave Director Fox avote of confidence and unanimous support.

Chair Arkatov informed the Commission that Commissioner Schulze hasbeen asked to
sarveon the Executive Committee.

Adjournment  Having no further business he adjourned themeeting at 12:22 p.m.
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